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WE POSTPONED OUR COMMENTS upon the Geneva 
award until the completion of the whole matter by the 
publication of Sir A. E. Cockburn’s judgment, or 
opinion, which should enable us to notice it in its 
entirety. That opinion, which bears the same date 
(Sept. 14) as the award itself, has been presented to 
the public this week. 

The American claims (setting aside, of course, the cele- 
brated “ indirect claims,’ which might have amounted 
to almost anything) amounted to about nine and a-half 
millions sterling, or forty-five and a-half million dol- 
lars, of which a little over seven million dollars were for 
expenses of pursuit and capture, while something less 
than nineteen million dollars were the amount of a 
claim of ten years’ interest at seven per cent. The 

award allows about three millions and a quarter ster- 
ling in gross, including eight years’ interest at six per 
cent. The Arbitrators reject, by a majority of three to 
two, the Ame rican claim for expenses of pursuitand cap- 
ture, thus leaving only claims of individuals presented 
and advocated by the agency of the American Govern- 
ment, The Arbitrators are unanimous in holding that 
Great Britain is not liable to any claim in respect of the 
acts of the Georgia or of any cruiser except the Alabama, 
the Frida, and the Shenandoah; but they agreein holding 
thatin those cases in which Great Britain has been held 

onsible the acts of such vessels as the Tuscaloosa, 
acting as tenders to cruisers, should follow the judg- 
ments in regard to their principals. The Arbitrators 
are unanimous in an award against Great Britain for 
the acts of the Alabama, but the reasons for the Lord 
Chief Justice’s opinion on this head are not identical 
with those assigned by his four colleagues. The Lord 
Chief Justice dissents from the decision of his colleagues 
holding Great: Britain responsible in the case of the 
Florida, In the case of the Shenandoah we are held 
pean _dissentientibus the Tord Chief Justice 
and the Brazilian Arbitrator, for acts committed by her 
after leaving Melbourne. The Lord Chief Justice's 
opinion 1s an extremely lengthy document, in which 
he investi tes the whole of the matters covered by 
the award in a remarkably masterly manner, and 
Teasons out the points on which he dissents from his 
colleagues, All may join heartily in his conclusion :— 


“But, while the award of the Tribunal appears to me to be 
open to these exceptions, I trust that by the British people 


it will be accepted with the submission and respect. which 
is due to the decision of a Tribunal by whose decision it has 
freely consented to abide. The United States, on the 
other hand, having had the claims of their citizens for 
losses sustained considerately weighed, and compensation 
awarded in respect of them, will see, I trust, in the consent 
of Great Britain to submit these claims to pedcefal arbitra. 
tion, an honest desire on her part to atone for any past 
errors or omissions which an impartial judgment might 

find to have existed, and will feel that all just cause of 
Stievance is now removed, so that, in the time to come, no 














sense of past wrong remaining unredressed will stand in the 
way of the friendly and harmonious relations which should 
subsist between two great and kindred nations.” 

We rejoice that Sir A. E, Cockburn has vindicated 
the honour of Great Britain from the unjust aspersions 
contained in the American case. Sitting on the 
Tribunal, to use his own words, “ as in some sense the 
representative of Great Britain,” the Lord Chief Jus- 
tice could refute, and has irrefragably refuted, a mass 
of misrepresentation of this sort. 

It is not, however, on these matters that we desire to 
dwell. The 250 pages occupied by the Lord Chief 
Justice’s opinion are of the last importance, as a treatise 
on international relations. If the Washington Conven- 
tion is to become a precedent, or, at any rate, if the 
principle of international law postulated in the conven- 
tion is, as the Treaty contemplates, to obtain for future 
application, such an investigation as we have here can 
hardly be sufficiently valued. 

The principle laid down by the Convention is that 
the neutral power is to use “due diligence” in cer- 
tain stated matters; and Sir A. E. Cockburn notes, 
as a question in limine, by what standard is “ due dili- 
gence” to be computed. M. Staempfli appears to 
have thought that since what is called international 
law has been to a considerable extent vague and shift- 
ing, the arbitrators had better proceed entirely, to use 
the Chief Justice's words, “ accordingto some intuitive 
perception of right and wrong, or speculative notions 
of what the rights of neutrals ought to be.” The 
Lord Chief Justice more reasonably prepares for an 
answer by a general examination of the extent to 
which neutral nations, by the law of nations, are 
liable for breaches of neutrality committed by their 
subjects, and the kind of diligence which would be 
required of them in restraint thereof. After noticing 
the tendency of modern jurists, even in England, to 
use one standard only of diligence—that of the ordi- 
nary diligence of a prudent man in his own affairs— 
Sir A. E. Cockburn applies the same principle to the in- 
ternational relations of Governments, and stipulates for 
“the amount of diligence which may reasonably be 
expected from a well- regulated, wise,and conscientious 
Government, according to its institutions and its 
ordinary mode of conducting its affairs.” By this 
standard a neutral power is bound to have its muni- 
cipal law stringent enough to prohibit and punish 
breaches of neutrality; but as to this there is the reason- 
able qualification, that for putting such law into ope- 
ration the neutral ought not to be required to revolu- 
tionise her constitutional procedure. It appears, for 
instance, that in the case of the Florida, a member of 
the Tribunal decided against Great Britain, on the 
ground of certain measures not having been taken 
under the Foreign Enlistment Act with reference to 
that vessel—measures which would have been entirely 
foreign to the constitutional spirit of English procedure. 
There ensue also the following questions, which Sir 
A. E. Cockburn answers, and, we think, rightly, in 
the negative :— 

“1. Is a Government, intending faithfully to discharge 
its duty towards another Government, to be held respon- 
sible fora mere error of judgment? As, for instance, in 
thinking a vessel not liable, in point of law, to seizure, 
when in fact she was so; or in thinking the evidence ina 
particular case insufficient when it was sufficient. 

“2. Is a Government wanting in due diligence if it de- 
clines to seizea vessel at the instance of a belligerent, when 
properly satisfied that, though there may be circumstances 
of a suspicious character, the only evidence which can be 
adduced will not justify the seizure before the law, and 
that the vessel will therefore be released ? 

“3. Having seized a vessel and brought the matter be- 
fore the proper legal authority, is a Government to be held 
responsible because, through some mistake of the Court, 
— of law or fact, there has been a miscarriage of jus- 
tice 

“4, Is it to be answerable for accidental delay, througk 
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which an opportunity becomes afforded to a vessel to evade 
the eventual decision of the Government to seize her ? 

“5. Is a Government to be held responsible for error of 
judgment in its subordinate officers, especially when these 
officers are at great distance, and not acting under its im- 
mediate control? Is it, under such circumstances, to ke 
answerable for their possible negligence, or even for their 
misconduct ?” 


In the case of the Florida, that vessel, when brought 
before a colonial tribunal at Nassau, was discharged. 
owing to the colonial judge taking a wrong view of 
the law. Sir A. E. Cockburn differs from his col- 
leagues in thinking that this failure of justice ought 
not to render Great Britain responsible ; and it seems 
to us that, saving, of course, gross ignorance or stu- 
pidity on the part of the official, a neutral Govern- 
ment should not, in such a case, be required to 
guarantee that her judges shall never go wrong. 

The reader may remember a point which we noticed 
some while ago, relating to the counter-responsibility 
of the United States for the acts of the Confederate 
States, and the argument that if Great Britain be re- 
sponsible in damages to the United States for acts 
committed by the Confederate States owing to the 
laches of Great Britain, Great Britain, on the other 
hand, should have a counter claim against the United 
States, in whom the Confederate States are now merged, 
in respect of her claim to be reimbursed by the Con- 
federate States as the actual wrong-doers. This point, 
however, is treated as conceded by Great Britain in the 
Convention ; but the Lord Chief Justice points out that 
from an equitable point of view it might have been 
taken into consideration on the question of interest. 
We own, too, that we cannot, at any rate, understand 
the principle on which interest is awarded to the 
United States beyond the date of the rejection by their 
Senate of the arbitration which was on the tapis in 
1869. The nation, however, is not in a mood to cavil 
at the details of the present award. The award is ac- 
cepted, and the draft will be honoured. What will-be 
the effect of this arbitration on international relations 
is a doubtful question. The chief danger seems to us 
to be lest the rights of neutrals should be unduly en- 
croached on by the exigencies of belligerency. 





THE ARREST OF M. Anovt by the German authorities, 
and the legal proceedings consequent upon it, are not 
only startling in themselves. but they bring to the test, 
in a very distinct form, certain principles of Inter- 
national Law. Notwithstanding all the ingenious ex- 
cuses suggested in certain English journals for the 
action of the German authorities—excuses, it now ap- 

, a8 false in fact as they were insufficient in law— 
it is at last admitted that the original French account 
of the transaction was the true one. M. About, a French 
subject, was arrested on German soil in September, 1872, 
on a charge of having published certain newspaper 
articles in Paris, in October, 1871. In other words 
an alien was arrested in Germany for an offence 
committed abroad. The charge was dismissed; upon 
what ground does not as yet clearly appear. One 
thing, however, is clear, that the German prose- 
eutor produced an article in the German Criminal 
Code, by which treason (to which it was said that M. 
About’s offence amounted) committed by an alien 
abroad is punishable by a German court if the offender 
be afterwards foundin Germany. Now criminal juris- 
diction, according to the well settled doctrines of juris- 
prudence, as recognised among nations, depends upon 
two principles—first, the doctrine of territorial 
sovereigntw, whereby an act criminal by the law of the 
country where it is done, whoever be the doer, is cog- 
nisable by the courts of that country, so that a crime 
committed in England, whether by an Englishman or a 
foreigner is punishable in England; secondly, the 
principle of iualenen, whereby a breach of allegiance, 
including, of course, treason under the term, by the 





subject of any State, wheresoever committed, is cog. 
nisable by the courts of that State. And speakin, 
generally, these are the only grounds upon whi 
criminal jurisdiction rests. There are certain well- 
known exceptions to this rule ; but it is not necessary 
to consider them here. In England the general rule 
has alwaysbeenacted upon. And accordingly our readers 
may recollect that in the Fenian trials in Treland, 
wherever the accused was a foreigner, it was nec 

to prove an overt act of treason within British territory, 
The same rule has, we believe, always prevailed in 
America. But in some of the modern Continental 
Codes a different rule is, with more or less decision, 
laid down. They contain provisions, whereby if an 
offence against the State is committed, though in 
another country and by an alien, the offence is 
punishable by the State said to have been offended 
if the offender afterwards come within its li- 
mits. Of this class is the enactment under 
which M. About was charged. We do not recol- 
lect having before met with any attempt to put such a 
law in force against a foreigner; or that any 
State has acquiesced in such proceedings against 
any of its subjects. If Mr. Carlyle or Mr. Free- 
man were to visit Paris to-morrow, and were . 
arrested for having in England advocated the annexa- 
tion of Alsace and Lorraine to Germany, we doubt 
whether our Government would quietly submit to it, 
If an Englishman visiting Spain were thrown into 
prison for having in England supported the cause of 
the Carlist rebels, we are quite sure that our Govern- 
ment would insist on his release. Yet this is exactly 
M. About’s case. He has been discharged; and, 
therefore, the question is not forced to a decision. But 
the opportunity is none the less suitable for weighin 
well the claims of jurisdiction in the German an 
other ccdes in such cases, They are sure to lead to 
trouble some day. 





Ir 1s sTATED that Mr. Watkin Williams, of the 
Home Circuit, M.P. for the Denbigh Burghs, has 
applied for silk and been refused it. Mr. Williams’ 
disappointment in such a matter we much regret. We 
should not, however, have thought it right to comment 
upon this incident as a merely personal question. We 
notice it only because it is one case out of many, which 
have occurred of late years under various Chancellors, 
and is an example of what has become a real hardshi 
to many of the bar. The office of Queen’s Counsel is 
in theory of the nature of an office or employment under 
the Crown ; and consistently enough it is conferred by 
the Lord Chancellor as representing the Crown. But 
in substance a Queen’s Counsel has no more to do 
with the Queen than we have. He is simply one upon 
whom certain small privileges have been conferred, the 
whole value of which consists in their enabling him to 
make a change in the character of his work and his 
mode of doing it. Now it is in one sense a hardship 
that a barrister should require the leave of the 
Chancellor before making a change in his own method 
of working ; that he should not be as free to do so as 
a doctor is to change his house or set up his carriage, 
However, there are many counter-balancing advantages 
in the present system ; and, if this were all, no one we 
think would complain of the present system. The real 
injustice lies in this, that while on the one hand ob- 
taining silk at the right time may be, in a professional 
sense, a matter of life and death to a man; on t 
other hand he can form no idea whatever of the con- 
ditions he must comply with to obtain it; for 
no two Chancellors agree upon the matter, and some 
seem to have no definite rule upon the point at all. 
One Chancellor seems to think any man entitled to silk 
whose practice is large and well established. Another 
looks to seniority. A third is governed by what he con- 
siders the exigencies of particular circuits. A fow 
thinks of nothing but how to make fewest appoint 
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ments. One confers silk gowns on one or two at any 


time. Another will only give them in large batches at 
intervals of some years. Surely in such a matter there 

ht to be some standard more certain than the length 
of the Chancellor’s foot. 





In ovR Notice of Mr. H. W. Cole’s appointment as a 
County Court Judge last week, we spoke of him as a 
prother’of Mr. H.'T. Cole, of the Western Circuit. This 
we learn is an error. With regard to the latter gentle- 
man, we find that the expression we used of him, ‘*‘ the 
leader of the Western Circuit,” has been misunderstood. 
We used the word “leader” in its popular sense, to 
express the leader in point of practice; not in its strict 

rofessional sense, leader in point of seniority. In the 
fatter sense Mr. Prideaux fills the post of honour. 


ASSIGNMENTS OF FREIGHT AND SHIPPING 
MORTGAGES. 


At law, an assignment or contract relating to a thing 
not yet in existence, or not yet belonging to the con- 
tracting party, is void, unless coupled with a power to 
take possession of the thing assigned; and if the con- 
tract does contain such power, such power must be 
exercised in order to render the contract valid: Acra- 
man Vv. Batex, 2 E. & E. 456. At law, therefore, an 
assignment by the owner of a ship of freight not yet 
completely earned is bad: Robinson v. Macdonnell, 5 
M. t S. 228. In equity, however, a contract to trans- 
fer a possibility or an expectancy is good enough. If 
capable of being the subject of a decree for specific 
performance, the contract is considered as passing the 
property at once, and the vendor becomes a trustee for 
the purchaser: Holroyd vy. Marshall, 10 H. L. Cas. 191. 
In equity, therefore, assignments of future freight are 
good enough : Lindsay v. Gibbs, 6 W. R. 633, 22 Beay. 
622. This has long been settled doctrine, but it 
was not always so. Lord Eldon recognised this pro- 
position when the facts of Robinson y. Macdonnell 
came before him: Re Ship Warre, 8 Price 260n. The 
decision in Douglas vy. Russell, 4 Sim. 524, affirmed 1 
My. & K. 488, was the result of the doctrine that 
future freight is assignable in equity. A shipowner 
assigned to L. the freight earned and to be earned by 
-one of his ships, and afterwards chartered her to C. 
for a voyage. The outward freight was paid to the 
owner before the ship sailed. The charter-party was 
delivered to B. by the owner’s direction, and B. gave 
motice of the assignment to C. Before the ship re- 
turned the owner became bankrupt, and it was held 
that the homeward freight was not in his order and 
disposition, but that B, was entitled to it. 

n the recent caso of Wilson y. Wilson, 20 W. R. 
436, L. R. 14 Eq. 32; before Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
the question was, whether an assignment for value of 
future freight was good against the mortgagee of the 
ship without notice of the assignment. The circum- 
stances were shortly as follows. On the 12th of May 
1866, Josoph Wilson assigned the freight to be earned 

y the Kenilworth, of which he was sole owner, to the 
aintiff for valuable consideration. On the 15th of 
thd mortgaged the Kenilworth to the Union Bank 

of Liverpool, and the bank registered the mortgage 
on the 18th of May. Under these circumstances was 
the plaintiff, as assignee of the freight, or was the 
bank, as moceengre of the ship, entitled to the home- 
ward freight? Let us first consider what is the posi- 
tion of the registered mortgagee of a ship, with 
reference to his right to receive the freight. Our 
teadere will remember that by the Merchant Shipping 
Act the pm go of a ship remains absolute owner, 
with a legal title, subject only to this exception— 
namely, “ ae so far as may be necessary for making 
the ship available as a security for the mortgage ” (17 

18 Vict, o. 104, s, 70). Until actual possession, 

therefore, is taken by the mortgagoo, or notice given 





(which, as we shall presently see, is tantamount to 
ssession taken), the owner continues entitled to the 
eight, and his receipt is a good discharge therefor. 

Mortgages of ships in the form scheduled to the Mer- 
chant Shipping Act make no mention of freight, but 
it is not therefore to be inferred that the mght to 
freight does not pass by such a mortgage. In Liver- 
pool Marine Credit Company-v. Wiison, 20 W. R. 665, 
the Lords Justices said the Merchant Shipping Act 
nowhere deals with charges on freight. They were, 
long before the passing of the Act, securities well 
known in the shipping world, and of ordinary occur- 
rence; and the right of a mortgagee in respect of 
freight has also been long settled and well recognised. 
It was not thought fit to provide by that Act, either 
with respect to the priorities of charges on freight or 
with respect to the rights of mortgagees to freight. 
These were left to be dealt with according to the ordi- 
nary principles of law and equity, and the rules and 
doctrines established by the decisions of the Courts. 
The right of the mortgagee in respect of freight was 
well established and clear, but somewhat peculiar. 
He had no absolute right to the freight as incident to 
his mortgage. He cannot intercept the freight by 
giving notice to the charterer before payment; but if 
he takes actual possession, or, according to a recent de« 
cision in the Court of Exchequer (Rusden v. Popz, 16 
W. R. 1122, L. R. 3 Ex. 269), constructive possession, 
of the ship before the freight was actually earned, he 
thus becomes entitled to the freight as an incident of 
his legal possessory right, just as a mortgagee of land, 
taking actual possession of the land before severance of 
the crops, would have the right to sever and take the 
crops. 

Where actual possession is impossible, as while the 
ship is on her voyage, notice to the mortgagors, and to 
the charterers in an act equivalent to taking possession : 
Rusden vy. Pope (sup); for by giving such notice the 
mortgagee does everything which it is physically pos- 
sible for him todo. Among the rights accruing to the 
mortgagee by taking possession, actual or construc- 
tive, is the right of receiving all freight due when 

ossession is taken (Brown vy. Tanner, 16 W.R. 882, 

f. R. 3 Ch. 597), as well as future freight when payable. 

And he may so entitle hinself by taking possession, or 

doing something equivalent to it, at any time before 

the freight is fully earned—i.e., due, although the voyage 
may beat an and and the ship in the docks ( Cato v.Irving, 

5 De. G. & Sm. 210), and the greater part of the cargo 

delivered: Brown vy. Tanner (sup.) It is to be pre- 

sumed that the owner is intended to take the profits 

until the mortgagee chooses to intervene: Widlis v. 

Palmer, 8 W. R. 295, 7 C. B. N. S. 340; but as soon as 

the mortgagee takes possession, or does some act to 

show that the mortgagor is not his agent, he is im- 

mediately entitled to have the freight paid to himself, 

(Per Channell, B., in Rusden y. Pope, sup.) 

The rule that the mortgagee, up to the time of such 
possession being taken, remains absolute owner under 
a legal title, with the exception above mentioned in 
favour of the mortgagee, has the following result, 
namely, that at any time before possession taker he 
can bind the mortgagee by a charter-party: Collins v. 
Lamport, 13 W. R. 283. It does not, however, follow 
that the mortgagor having so effected a charter party 
can also mortgage the freight before it comes due so as 
to prevent the mortgagee of the ship on taking pos- 
session, before the freight is due, from receiving it. As 
the presont Lord Chancellor observed in Brown vy. 
Tanner (sup.), so to hold would enable the mortgagor 
to deprive the mortgagee of the whole benefit of the 
security. The ship might be chartered for several 
rears, and the freight immediately assigned behind the 

ack of the mortgageo. Accordingly, where a ship- 

owner mort, saged a ship to T., and by a deed of even 
date pie ai to T. all charter-parties and freight by 

way of further security, and subsequently effected a 
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charter-party, the freight under which he assigned to 
B., who knew of the mortgage, it was held that T. 
was entitled to the freight in priority to B., by reason 
of his having taken possession of the shigf before any 
freight had become payable from the charterers to the 
owners. 

As a consequence of the doctrine that the first mort- 
gagee of a ship, by taking possession of her before the 
freight is completely earned. acquires a legal right to 
receive that freight, it was held in Liverpool Marine 
Credit Company Vv. Wilson (sup.) that a first mortgagee 
of a ship so taking possession was entitled to tack the 
amount of an equitable charge on the freight as against 
an equitable charge of prior date on the freight, of which 
he had no notice, in favour of the second mortgagee ; 
and that it made no difference that the second mort- 
gagee was the first to give notice to the charterers of his 
charge on the freight. 

To recur to the question raised in Wilson v. Wilson 
(sup.), ‘The Union Bank of Liverpool as first mort- 
gagees in possession, without notice of the prior assign- 
ment of the freight to the plaintiff, had a paramount 
title to the freight, as incident to the ownership of the 
ship. If they had accepted the mortgage with notice of 
the assignment, the decision in Dougias v. Russell (sup.) 
would have been applicable. As it was, the mortgage 
of the ship, without notice of any assignment of the 
freight, was held to carry with it the absolute right to 
receive the freight. The Vice Chancellor was disposed 
to think that if there had been a charter-party and the 
mortgagee knew it, they would not have been bound to 
inquire of the charterer whether he had received notice 
of any incumbrance. This view, however, is incon- 
sistent with the view of the Master of the Rolls in 
Lindsay v. Gibbs (sup.), and it will probably be con- 
sidered the safer course, where the mortgagee knows that 
there is a charter-party, for inquiries to be made and 
notice to be given. 

The decision in Lindsay v. Gibbs (sup.) turned on the 
omission of the purchaser ofa ship to register it. The 
owner of a ship effectedja charter-party. In June, 1864, 
while the ship was earning freight, he sold twenty-four 
64ths to A., and the remaining forty 64ths to B. In 
December he assigned the freight to C. A. registered 
his bill of sale immediately on the completion of the 
purchase, but B. omitted to register his bill of sale 
until after the assignment of the freight to C. After 
deciding that a transfer of a share of a ship passes the 
corresponding share in the freight under an existing 
charter-party, the Master of the Rolls proceeded to 
consider what was tlie effect as regards B. of his omission 
to register his bill of sale. Until registration, B.’s title 
was not complete, by force of the Merchant Shipping 
Act; the right to the freight, therefore, remained in the 
vendor until registration, and the purchaser could only 
have a title as from the time he registered his bill of 
sale ; wherefore C., as assignee of an aliquot proportion 
of the freight, without notice of B.’s purchase, was 
entitled to priority over him. 





LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 


Cap. XXXV.—An Act for the amendment of the Act of 
Uniformity. 

This Act is parsed in accordance with the recommen- 
dations of the Ritual Commission and of the Convoca- 
tions of Canterbury and York. The object is to render 
legal shortened forms of morning and evening prayer 
(8.2); to authorise special services upon particular oc- 
casions (#. 3); to provide for “ additional ” services (a, 4) ; 
to permit the performance of separate services (s. 5); and 
lastly, to allow of the preaching of a sermon without the 
previous recital of the ordinary morning or evening prayer 
(*. 6). There is little of real novelty in the new pro- 
visions, and church people will not be conscious of any 
very great change; for, in fact, the Act is scarcely more 
than declaratory of usages which, without the direct 





authority of the law, have within the last thirty years. 

been introduced into many parish churches. As ony 

readers are of course aware, the ordinary morning ser- 

vice at church is made up of portions of three of the. 
services contained in the Book of Common Prayer, Thg 

result hus been great prolixity, and—as many would 

hold—not a little ‘‘ vain repetition.” The recognised 

practice in the morning at present consists (a) of the 

ordinary order for morning prayers, omitting the prayers 

which follow the third collect ; (d) the Litany; and (c): 
the communion office as far as the prayer for the church 

militant. The order for the evening is less lengthy, and 

is complete in itself. It does not require, nor do we 

anticipate that it willin practice sustain much alteration, 

Without discussing the sections of the Act in detail, it 
will be enough to atate their general effect, premicing, 

however, that their practical working will be quite un. 

certain, as the enactments are not compulsory. In future 
the order for morning prayer, the Litany, and the order 
for the administration of the Lord’s Supper, may be used 
separately; and the Litany may be said after the third 

collect in the order for evening as well as for morning 
prayer, and any of these forms may be used with or 
without the preaching of a sermon. Farther, the orders 
for morning and evening prayer may on any day but, 
Sunday, Christmas-Day, Ash-Wednesday, Good Friday, 
and Ascension Day, be shortened in the manner pre- 
scribed by the schedule. We need not go through the 
whole of the omissions, but an example or two will show: 
that the work has been done with care and judgment. 
Thus, the exhortation “ Dearly beloved brethren,” &c., is 
cut out. Instead of all the appointed psalms, one may 
be used, and one lesson may be read in place of the ordi- 

nary first and second lessons. These retrenchments are 

the least important portions of the Act, applying as they 
do only to week days, and we question whether even 

then, except in some town churches, they will meet with 
much acceptance. The really useful enactments are 
those which allow of the services themselves being used 

singly. Alone, none of them can be pronounced too 
long. ‘he length complained of has arisen from their 

injudicious combination. Probably the section (s. 3) 
authorising special forms, which are to be approved by 
the ordinary, will be acted upon to a considerable extent. 
Nothing is to be introduced into the special service which 

does not form part of the Bible or Prayer-book, excepting 

anthems or hymns. This restriction, and the consent of 
the bishop, will prevent possible eccentricities, Section 
4, which permite “additional” services on Sundays of 
a short and less formal character than the full morning 
and evening orders, will be probably found useful where 
the wants of a parish require more than two services 
in the day. 

We should have supposed the section (s. 6) legalising 
the preaching of a sermon, simpliciter was unnecessary, 
but it was as well to set all doubt on the matter at rest, 
For the future, a sermon may be preached at any time, 
provided it is preceded “ by any service authorised by this. 
Act, or by the bidding prayer, or by a collect taken from 
the Book of Common Prayer, with or without the Lord’s 
Prayer.” 


Cap. XXXVI.—An Act to render it unlawful to demand 
any fee or reward for the celebration of the sacrament 
of baptism, or the registry thereof, 

This Act, founded on a bill introduced by the Bishop 
of Winchester, enacts simply, in order to set at rest 
existing doubts, that hereafter no person whatsoever 
shall lawfully claim anything for baptizing, or. for 
registering the fact of baptism ; save only in the case of 
any office-holder, who may at the present time by Act of 
Parliament be entitled to demand such fees. Now the 
doubts of which the preamble recites, that “ it is expe- 
dient that such doubts should not exist,” included doubts 
whether or no these fees might not be demanded under cet- 
tain local Actsof Parliament, which doubts, as the reader 
sees, the Act leaves untouched, 
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Gar. XXXVIII.—<An Act for the better protection of 
infant life. 


The numerous cases of infanticide which have lately 
arisen under the system known as baby farming showed 
the existence of a mischief which this Act was designed 
to check. Its provisions are limited to the case of 
children less than a year old; we should have thought 
they might as well have been extended to those of a 
somewhat more advanced age, but it isno doubt during 
the first year that the greatest danger exists, not merely be- 
cause of the greater tenderness of the child (though indeed 
the system of slow starvation would be equally successful 
with children of any age), but because both the motive for 
smuggling children off to those dens is greater, and the 
facilities for doing so are greater also when the child is 
very young than when a year’s presence in the world has 
informed the world of his existence, and if, during that 
first year, the children are placed in a house where they 
are protected by public supervision, they will scarcely be 
deliberately removed afterwards to a slaughterhouse. The 
Act, therefore, provides (section 2) that no one is to 
receive for hire’ more than one infant (or two if twins) 
for maintenance apart from their parents for a period of 
more than twenty-four hours, except in a registered 
house (presumably, killing only one child at a time does 
not pay, and twins are not common enough to make up). 
The registration is (section 3) to be with the ‘local 
authority’ (defined in the schedule as being, in the 
described districts, the justicesin petty sessions, the Metro- 
politan Board of Works, the Common Council of London, 
and the boroughcouncils) who may (section7) cancel the 
registry if either the house is unsuitable or the person in 
whose name it is registered has been guilty of any serious 
neglect, or is incapable of providing the infants intrusted 
to him with proper food and attention, Moreover the 
registration remains in force for only one year (section 
3), so that the “ local authority” has a further: control 
over the keepers of these houses, from the necessity of 
their presenting themselves on the occasion of apply- 
ing for a renewal. It does not appear, however, that 
the “local authority” can refuse registration on any 
other grounds than the unfitness of the place, and the 
want of ‘‘ good character” and of ability to maintain 
“such infants” in the applicant (section 4). With 
respect’to the phrase “such infants,” it refers no doubt 
to the limited number to be fixed as described in section 
3; but it is odd that that section does not direct that 
the number of children to be received shall appear in 
the register, which is only to contain the name of the 
person applying for registration of a house, and the 
situation of the house, The number of children to be 
received is to be fixed, with respect to each house “ from 
time to time,” by the local authority by bye-laws. The 
object of this arrangement (which at first sight appears 
strange) is, we suppose, to allow the local authority to 
increase or lessen, from time to time, the number to be 
received. If so (and the Act seems expressly to confer 
this power on them) then, as there is nothing to limit 
the exercise of their discretion in this matter, the local 
authority have practically an absolute control over these 
houses, Their discretion would, however, be no doubt 
guided by the considerations indicated in section 4 and 
section 7; and some clue to the more precise intention 
of the provision may perhaps be furnished by considering 
how the applicant’s “ ability to maintain” the children 
is to be ascertained. This is not at all explained by the 
Statute, but it seems clear that an essential element in 
determining it will be the amount promised to be paid 
by the parents of the children, and also the probability 
of that sum being paid in fact. It seems probable, there- 
fore, that in many cases, at least, afresh bye-law ought 
to be made on the reception of each child, limited to the 
case of the children actually in the house ; otherwise on the 
removal of one, the number remaining the same, another 
child might be taken in which, for want of funds, the 
Pereon on the register might not be of ability to maintain, 


; As to the source from which the payments are to come, some 
security is provided by the entries which the keepers of 
the houses are compelled to make (section 5) in a 
register tosbe.kept by them of the names and addresses 
of the persons from whom the children are received, and 
by whom they are removed, They are themselves liable 
to penalties for any falsification of their register (sectiom 
6), but it does not appear that any penalty is imposed on 
persons who make false statements to them. Notice of 
the death of any infant is to be given to the coroner 
within twenty-four hours (section 8), who is to hold an 
inquest, unless a medical practitioner, who has personally 


} attended or examined the infant, certifies the cause of 


death. By section J3 the list is not to extend to the re- 
latives or guardians of infants receiving them, “ nor to in- 
stitutions established for the protection or care of infauts,’” 
nor to the case of infants under the Poor Law Acts. 
Quere as to this, 

The great defect of the Act appears to be that there is 
a total absence of any provision for superintendence, in- 
spection, and control by the local authority or any other 
person. It is probably a useful beginning, but can scarcely 
be considered as the final shape which legislation on this 
subject will take. 


Cap, XXXIX.—An Act for amending the law in eertain 
cases of naturalisation. 

For a detailed account of the important alterations in 
the law of naturalisation effected by the Naturalisation 
Act, 1870, we must refer the reader to the notice which 
we published at the time (14 S. J. 888). That Act 
enabled aliens to hold land, except guead any Parlia- 
mentary or other franchise ; it enabled British subjects 
tb put off their allegiance to Great Britain—by voluntary 
naturalisation in a foreign state, which is ipso facto to 
effect alienage—or, in the case of British subjects born 
abroad, by an express declaration of alienage; 
and it enacted that a Secretary of State’s cer- 
tificate of naturalization should operate just as an 
Act of Naturalization used to operate, and without the 
exceptions which used to be expressed in those certificates. 
The Act gave effect, on the British part, to the provisions 
of a treaty between Great Britain and the United States, 
signed in May, 1870, but its provisions were not 
restricted to those two nationalities. In May, 1871— 
pursuant to a stipulation in that Treaty, that the manner 
of making and declaring renunciation of naturalisation 
and resumption of native, allegiance should be agreed 
on by the two Governments—a supplemental convention 
was concluded, providing that United States or British 
subjects naturalised as British or United States subjects 
before May 13, 1870, might at any time before certain 
“ respective ” dates, now past, in 1872, renounce the ac- 
quired naturalisation. There have been some doubts 
whether the provisions of this supplemental convention 
were altogether in accordance with the Act of 1870, and 
the present statute provides for that by securing the 
validity of renunciations made according to the supple- 
mental convention. 

The Act is also aimed at another, and a more impor- 
tant matter alluded to in an article published in our 
columns, anfe p. 727. The first section of the Act of 
1876, which enables aliens to hold real and personal pro- 
perty, has tacked to ita proviso that it shall not affect 
anything to which anyone may become entitled in pos- 
session or expectancy in pursuance of any disposition 
made before the Act, or in pursuance of any devolution 
by law on the death of any person dying before the Act, 
This exception has had an unexpected result in disin- 
heriting certain persons. For instance, suppose a-settle- 
ment to have been made before the Act of 1870 on an 
Englishwoman and her children, and suppose she marries 
an alien (thereby herself becoming an alien), and has 
children by him, the exception to section 1 expressly 
prevents this woman and her children from holding the 
settled property. It is possible, indeed, that a saving 








clause in the 18th section may save the rights of any of 
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the children born before the Act, but there is nothing to 
save the rights of children born after the Act. The 
present statute enacts that nothing contained in the Act 
of 1870 “shall deprive any married woman of any estate 
or interest in real or personal property to which she may 
have become entitled previously to the passing of that 
Act, or affect such estate to her prejudice. But this only 
artly provides for the defect. 


Cap. XLI.—An Act to amend the Lite Assurance Com- 

panies Acts, 1870 and 1871. 

The Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870 (see 148. 3.960) 
aimed at controllirg life assurance business so as to pro- 
mote solvency, and prevent improper amalgamations ; it 
also introduced certain improvements relative to winding- 
up petitions. It required (inter alia) that certain re- 
ports and accounts should from time to time be deposited 
with the Board of Trade, and furnished on application 
to shareholders and policyholders; and it enacted that 
all new companies beginning business thenceforth should 
deposit £20,000 in Chancery, to be returned only when a 
life assurance fund, accumulated from premiums, reaches 
the amount of £40,000. The Act of 1871 corrected a 
clerical error in the Act of 1870, and provided that the 
£20,000 deposit should be paid into Court just as other 
moneys are paid into Court in Chancery; empowering 
also the making of general orders on the subject, if 
necessary, by the same authority, in whom was vested 
the power of making general orders as to ordinary Chan- 
cery moneys. 

The first three sections of the present statute adjust 
some details, and provide for some doubts, respecting the 
aforesaid deposit, reports,and accounts. Those being 
matters for the actuary, rather than lawyer, we need not 
notice them, except on the one point as to the general 
orders. Section 1 of the present Act empowers the 
Board of Trade to make rules as to the payment in and 
out of Court, &c., of these derosits. The provision, 
however, in the Aot of 1871 is not repealed, and thus 
there may be a clashing between the Board of Trade 


powers, under the present Act, and the Chancery powers, 
under the Act of 1871, or the Chancery Funds Act of the 
present year. 

The remaining provisions of the Act have reference to 
winding up and rights under winding up, and are de- 
rived from, or suggested by, the experience of the Albert 


Arbitration. Section 4, one of the lengthiest sections 
ever inserted in an Act, is intended to provide for the 
ancillary winding up of all “ amalgamated” companies 
wherever the amalgamating or drowning company comes 
itself to be wound up. In the Albert case the question 
of “novation” was frequently fought on a petition to 
wind up one of the amalgamated companies. ‘The wind- 
ing up of all such companies seems desirable, indeed 
necessary, in every such case, except cases in which part 
only of the business of the subsidiary company was taken 
over by the principal company ; and the simplest plan of 
providing for both categories would apparently have 
been to emporer the Court to wind up the subsidiary 
company in every case in which it might consider it 
“just and equitable’ so todo. The present section takes 
the roundabout course of enacting, in two separate para- 
graphs, one mandatory, and the other containing the 
* just and equitable” qualification, that where the sub- 
sidiary company or its creditors have claims on the 
principal company, the Court is to wind up the subsidiary 
if it thinks such conjoined winding up just and equitable. 
Where the subsidiary company has transferred all its busi- 
ness to the principal company its winding up must be neces- 
sary if any policyholders or annuitants remain who have 
retained their claims upon it. But the question whether 
the subsidiary company or its creditors can substantiate 
any claims against the principal company must depend 
on that prior question—whether the principal company’s 
guarantee to indemnifythe subsidiary company gete put in 
operation by reason of some policyholders proving to retain 
their original claims on the subsidiary company. And so 





that prior question can practically be tried only ong 
policyholder’s petition to wind up the subsidiary com. 
pany. So that, unless the Court, as perhaps it will, 
takes some rough-and-ready short cut to the equity of 
this section, the practical value of the section is reduced 
to the bare permission, that the winding-up of the sub- 
sidiary company, when once decided on, may be “ in con. 
janction ” with that of the principal company,—and we 
may add, some minor details, such as the permission to 
wind-up in groups of companies. 

Section 5 decides for practical purposes the conflict 
between Lord Cairns’ rule for valuing running policies 
(Lancaster’s case, ante p. 103), and that previously 
adopted in Bell’s case (18 W. R. 688, L. R. 9 Eq. 706), 
At a meeting of*the Society of Actuaries," held early in 
the present year, these conflicting methods were discussed, 
and although some difference of opinion was manifested, 
the preponderence of inclination was against Lord 
Cairns’ rule, which was subsequently discussed by Lord 
Romilly in Holdich’s case (April 16),20 W. R. 567, his 
Lordship deciding on adopting the rule in Bell’s case 
The rule which, under the present Act, is to be adopted 
in the future, is that in Lancaster's case. We are glad 
of this, as Lord Cairns’ method has always appeared to 
us preferable to the rival one. ‘ 

Section 7 alters the existing law in a very important 
respect as to what is commonly called ‘‘novation.” In 
a large quantity of cases decided by the Court of Chan- 
cery, as well as by Lord Cairns in the Albert Arbitation, 
policyholders were held to have forfeited their claims on 
their original companies by acquiescence, without any 
overt act of assent (see for instance Spencer's case, 19 
W. R. 544, and see a summary of these decisions, 15S, J. 
726). Section 7 (which as to date of amalgamation is 
retrospective) enacts that a policyholder paying his 
premiums to the new company is not to be considered fo 
have abandoned his claim against his old company or 
accepted in lieu the liability of the new company, unless 
such abandonment and acceptance have been signified 
by some writing signed by him orhisagent. This seems 
to cut off even those stronger cases in which policyholders 
were held to have forfeited their claims on the old com- 
pany by accepting bonuses of the new. The ‘ claim, 
however, now given on the old company cannot include 
such bonuses, 


Cap, XLIV.—An Act to abolish the office of Accountant. 
General of the High Court of Chancery in England, 
and to amend the law respecting the investment of 
money paid into that Court, and the security and ma- 
nagement of the moneys and effects of the suitors 
thereof. 

This Act is, uno ictu, to take away from the Court of 
Chancery the custody of all funds “in Court” in 
Chancery, transferring the same to the Treasury. The 
suitors will have the ample security of the Consolidated 
Fund, but the vast amount of property in question will 
now be under the control of ‘‘Government” instead of 
being under the dominion of a legal jurisdiction irre- 
sponsible to the Government of the day. One advantage 
promised to suitors by the preamble of the Act is 
deposit interest of two per cent. where they now get 
nothing, reserving to them the right to require invest- 
ment at their own risk. Important, however, as is the 
change which will take effect under this Act, but little 
comment can be passed upon the measure at present, 
because its results for good or ill to the suitors will 
depend on the rules, yet to be promulgated, under 
which the new system is to be carried out, The Act is 
an Act to empower the making of certain rules, and 
when those rules are made we shall be able to judge 
what the operation of the measure is likely to be. The 
making of these rules is provided for by section 18, and 
they are to be made, in the first instance, or from time 
to time altered, by the Lord Chancellor and the Tres- 


* Vide Report, ante p. 261. 
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‘gury. When the bill was before Committee in the House 
of Commons, Mr. Gregory moved an amendment that 
these rules should be framed by the Master of the Rolls, 
Lords Justices, and Vice-Chancellors, or any three of 
‘them ; but that amendment was anxiously opposed by 
the Government and defeated. On principle the com- 
mittal of this power to the Lord Chancellor and the 
Treasury only is cbjectionable. As far as procedure is 
concerned, the framing of regulations as to payment in 
and out of Court and such like matters, isa matter for 
¢he Chancery judges ; indeed, the specified subject-matter 
of the rules includes ‘‘regulating the mode of framing 
and expressing orders of the Court of Chancery, relative 
‘to the Chancery business of the Paymaster-General ” as 
taking the place of the Accountant-General. While, if 
we look at the suitors interest as regards the bona fides 
of the custody, the Chancery judges would be better 
guardians than the Government of the day, the only 
parties who can be interested to the contrary, The 
Government of the present day, however, expressly 
stipulated for the method adopted in the Act, on the 
ground of the Lord Chancellor being a political as well 
asa judicial officer. We understand that the Govern- 
ment have availed themselves, towards the preparation 
of the rules which may be expected to issue after the 
present vacation, of some of the most experienced minds, 
but we could wish that solicitors had been more con- 
sulted, since there are innumerable petty details respect- 
ing “ money in Court” with which solicitors only are 
conversant, 

The commencement of the operation of the Act is left 
to be fixed by the rules. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 


PowER—INSIRUMENT IN WRITING—WILL—DELIVERY— 
PUBLICATION. 


Smith v. Adkins, M.R., 20 W. BR. 717. 


In Simeon v. Simeon, 4 Sim. 555, Vice-Chancellor 
Shadweil treated it as settled that delivery of a will was 
equivalent to publication. In Smith v. Adkins (sup.) 
the Master of the Rolls held that publication was 
equivalent to delivery. In Mvodie v. Reid, 7 Taunt. 
355, Gibbs, C.J., confessed that he did not know what 
publication of a will was; and added that he could on'y 
suppose it to be that by which a person designates that 
he means to give effect to a writing as his will. 
‘Delivery’? must mean the same, i.c., that by which a 
person designates that he means to give effect to a writing 
ashis act or deed. The decision in Smith v. Adkins was, 
that a power which was required to be exercised by an 
instrument in writing, signed, sealed, and delivered by 
the appointor, was well exercised by a will signed, sealed, 
and expressed to be published by the appointor as and 
for her last will and testament in writing, in the presence 
of three attesting witnesses. The decision must, under 
the circumstances, be regarded as an eminently reasonable 
one. It was objected that the power was not exerciseable 
by will at all, on account of the use in the clauee 
creating the power, of the word ‘ delivered,” instead of 
“published,” at a time (1827) when publication was 
essential to the validity of wills. The Master of the 
Rolls, as we have seen, got over this technical objection 
by treating publication as tantamount to delivery. A 
power to be executed by will or testamentary writing 
may be executed by a will in any from that complies 
with the requirements of the Wills Act, whatever ad- 
ditional solemnities may be required by the terms of the 
power (Wills Act, s,10). So, too, a power to be executed by 
any instrument in writing may be executed by will ; but 
such will must comply with all the formalities that were 
required in regard to an instrument in writing (Zuylor v. 
Meads, 13 W. R. 394), or it will not be a good execution 
of the power; for the 10th section of the Wills Act 











does not extend to cases where the power requires 
not a will, but an instrument with certain formali- 
ties different from those observed in the execution of 
wills: West v. Ray, 2 W.R. 319, Kay 383. In Buckell v. 
Blenkhorn, 5 Hare, 131, indeed, Vice-Chancellor Wigram 
held that an unsealed will was within the terms of a 
power, which was required to be executed by a writing, 
sealed and delivered, &c. This decision has been 
doubted, especially in Collard v. Sampson, 4 D. M. & G. 
224, where the Lords Justices refused to force on an un- 
willing purchaser a title depending on whether sucha 
power could be well executed by an unsealed will. In 
Smith v. Adkins the will was sealed. Had it not been 
sealed, we infer from the Master of the Rolls’ observa- 
tions in Collard v. Sampson, 16 Beav. 6438, that his 
Lordship would have held that the power was not well 
exercised, treating Buckell v. Blenkharn as virtually 
overruled by Collard v. Sampson ou appeal, and West 
v. Ray (sup.). 


PRIORITY BY VIRTUE OF PRIOR STOP ORDER. 
Official Liquidator of Birmingham Banking Company v. 
Carter, V.C.M., 20 W. R. 354. 

Questions of priority with regard to choses in action 
invariably turn on the simple principle that it is the 
duty of persons dealing with them to do all they can to 
perfect their own titles by giving formal notice (Lloyd v. 
Banks, 15 W. R. 1006, L. R. 4 Eq. 222), to the person in 
whose hands the property is. ‘I'Nat is to say, if one 
person takes the trouble to give notice, and another does 
not, the person who gives the notice obtains the benefit 
of his diligence. Thus, an assignee in insolvency, who 
had omitted to give notice to the trustees of a fund in 
which the insolvent had a reversionary interest, was 
postponed to a subsequent mortgagee, who had given 
notice (Re Brown’s Trusts, 16 W. R. 106, L. R. 5 Eq. 16) 
and Re Atkinson, 2 D. M. G. 140. 

Fuster v. Cockerell, 3 Cl. & F. 456 is the leading case. 
Where a fund is in Court the obtaining a stop order is 
equivalent to notice, and is a necessary precaution. In 
Stuart v. Cockerell, 18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 84, L. R. 8 Eq. 
607, the tenant for life of a fund in Court mortgaged it, 
and afterwards became bankrupt. At the date of the 
bankruptcy the mortgagee had not completed his title, 
(Re Barr’s Trusts, 4 K. & J. 219), by obtaining a stop 
order, so that the interest of the bankrupt in the fund 
passed to his assignee in bankruptcy on the principle of 
Bartlett v. Bartlett, 5 W. R. 541,1 D. & S. 127, as 
being in his order and disposition with the consent of 
the owner. The mortgagee, however, subsequently ob- 
tained a stop order, which the assignee in bankruptcy 
neglected to do, and it was held that the priority of the 
mortgagee was thereby restored. In Birmingham Bank- 
ing Company v. Carter the same question arose between 
the mortgagees of a reversionary interest and the trustee 
of a composition executed by the mortgagor, and the 
Vice-Chancellor held that the mortgagees by their prior 
stop order had become entitled to the fund, notwith- 
standing the registration of the composition deed, 


BANKRUPTCY. 
JUDGMENT DeBT—IMPEACHING JUDGMENT. 
Ex parte Chatteris, Re Earl of Orkney, LJJ., 20 W. R. 
$22. 

Whether a judgment against the bankrupt is con- 
clusive against his assignee in bankruptcy is a question 
which underwent much discussion, as to which there was 
a good deal of difference of opinion and upon which 
there are several reported decisions in the old Court of 
Review. That a judgment is not conclusive, but that 
the merits of the case may be investigated in bankruptey 
and proof allowed only for the amount of any property 
due, was expressly decided by Erskine, C.J., and Sir 
John Rose, dissentiente Sir John Cross, in Ex parte 
Marson, 2 Deac. 245, 3 ibid. 79. In Ev parte Truscott, 
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1 M. D. & D. 199, there was again a difference of opinion 
between Sir John Cross and Sir John Rose on the same 
question. The judgment of Lord Eldon, L.C., in Ez 
parte Butterfill, 1 Rose, 192, where he draws a marked 
distinction between a verdict and a judgment, rather 
favours the view of Sir John Cross that, unless impeached 
for fraud,a judgment was conclusive. In Ex parte 
Bryant, 1 V. & B. 211, at p. 214 there is a dictum of 
the same learned judge the other way. There are, more, 
over, several cases in which a similar question as to th- 
effect of an award was considered. 

In the case now under review the same question came‘ 
before the present Court of Appeal in Bankruptcy. The 
bankrupt had suffered judgment by default upon six bills 
of exchange more than two years before the order of ade 
judication. It appeared that upon two of these bills th- 
plaintiffs in the action were not entitled to recover. The 
judgment creditors claimed to prove on the whole amount 
of the judgment. The question therefore arose whether 
for the purpose of proof the judgment was conclusive. 
The Lords Justices held that it was not, but that the 
validity of the claim for which judgment had been re- 
covered might be inquired into. 

We have no doubt of the soundness and utility of this 
decision ; but it is not a little remarkable that in this, 
as in so many other recent cases, not one of the older 
authorities (except, indeed, the dictum in Ly parte 
Bryant) seems to have received any consideration. 


Act oF BANKRUPTCY—ASSIGNMENT OF ALL DEBTOR'S 
PROPERTY. 
Ex parte Reed, re Tweddell, C.J.B., 622. 
Ez parte Fisher, re Ash, L.JJ., 849. 
Ex-parte Bolland, re Price, C.J.B., 862. 

Before the Act of 1869 it had long been settled law 
thatan assignment of all a debtor’s property exclusively 
to one of his creditors fora pre-existing debt was an 
act of bankruptcy ; but that such a conveyance wholly 
or in part in consideration of a new advance, or in 
which a eubstantial part of the property was excepted, 
was not necessarily so, And in Zw parte Luckhes, 20 
W. R. 403, the Lords Justices decided that the law as to 
fraudulent conveyances remains exactly the same under 
the new Act as it was under the old. New decisions 
therefore upon the law of fraudulent conveyances in 
courts of bankruptcy are now in fact only developments 
of old law, not the establishment of new. 





We have said that where there is a new advance made 


as the whole or part of the consideration for the assign- 
ment by a debtor of his property it is not necessarily an 
act of bankruptcy, and the reason is that, so far from 


preventing him from carrying on his business, or meeting | 


fairly the claims of his creditors, such a transaction may 


be and often is the best means or the only means of | 


enabling him to do s0, 
ciple, Bacon, C.J., in the first of the cases now under 
review—Lz parte Reed—decided that a payment for a 
debtor may be as good asa payment to him ; and held 
that where acreditor paid bills of exchange for his 
debtor, which must otherwise have been dishonoured, 
this was equivalent to a new advance to him, 

On the other hand, in Lr parte Visher, a case in 
which the jadgment of the Court, delivered by Mellish, 
L.J., will well repay perusal, it is shown that, notwith- 
standing there be a new advance, such a transaction 
may, notwithstanding, be an act of bankruptcy. In 
that case a bill of sale of all a debtor’s property, amount- 
ing to about £700, was given, partly to secure an old 
debt of £600, partly to secure a fresh sum of £100 lent 
to the debtor on the promise of the bill of sale, but on 
the terms that the giving up the bill of sale 
postponed for a week to see whether the £100 were 
repaid in that time. This transaction the Lords 
Justices held to be fraudulent and an act of bankruptcy. 
They admitted “as a general rule, that where a 
sum of money is advanced, upon the faith of a contract 


In accordance with this prin- | 








that a bill of sale should be given, the sum so advanced 
is to be treated as advanced upon the credit of the bil} 
of sale, and not as a past debt, and aleo that an assign. 
ment by a debtor of all his effects, partly as a security 
for a past debt, and partly as a security for a substantial 
fresh advance is not necessarily an act of bankruptcy,” 
They looked first, however, at the small amount of the 
fresh advance. ‘“ We do not think that we can lay down 
as a matter of law that the smallness of the 
advance necessarily makes the bill of sale an act of 
bankruptcy, but we think that in this case it affords 
strong evidence that the principal object of the parties 
in the whole transaction was, not to enable the bank- 
rupt to continue his trade, but to secure Mr. Wells the 
repayment of his past advances.” 

They looked, secondly, at the fact that the giving of 
the bill of sale was by express agreement suspended fora 
week in order that the £100 might be repaid. 
‘** Although,” they say, ‘‘ we do not dispute the rule that 
where a sum of money is advanced on the faith of a 
promise that a bill of sale shall be given, such sum is to 
be treated as a present advance on the security of a bill 
of sale; we do not think the rule will protect transactions . 
where the giving of the bill of sale is purposely postponed 
until the debtor is in a state of insolvency, in order to 
prevent the destruction of his credit, which would result 
from registering a bill of sale.” 

The conclusion to be drawn from this case seems to be 
that where in the case of such an assignment there isa 


| fresh advance made, the Court must look at all the facts 


of the case and say whether the object of the transac- 
tion is bond fide to enable the debtor to continue his 
trade or pay his way in the world; or whether it is 
really a device for giving to the creditor an undue 
security for his pastdebt,or otherwise defeating the equal 
right of other creditors, In the latter case there is an act 
of bankruptcy, in the former there is not. 

In Lx parte Bolland the debtor, a provision dealer, 
gave to two creditors a bill of sale upon her whole stock in 
trade, as security both for a past debt, and also for 
further credit to be given, and goods to be supplied her 
in the way of her trade. This bill of sale it was sought to 
avoid as an act of bankruptcy. But theattempt failed ; 
and it was clear it must do so on two grounds: first, 
because the plain object of the transaction was to enable 
the debtor to continue her trade and pay her creditors ; 
and there was a substantial new advance ; and secondly, 
because there was a substantial exception of property not 
assigned, consisting of book debts and a leasehold 
interest. 








cOURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
Bioomspury. 
Sept. 20.—Hutton and Another v. Sidey. 
33 J 34 Vict. c. 93, s. 1. 

Action against a husband for goods supplied to his wife, 
they carrying on separate businesses—held, that the Married 
Womans’ Property Act, 1870, did not exempt the husband 
from liability, although he had no interest whatever in the 
business ; and held, also, that the fact of the husband and 
wife occupying the same house was sufficient primi facie 
proof of agency. 

This case was removed by judge's order from the Court. 
of Common Pleas, the claim being under £50. ‘The plaintiffs 
were Messrs. Hutton & Slee, warehousemen, of Newgate- 
street, and the subject of the action was for fancy goods 
supplied to the defendant’s wife, to the value of £35 12s., 
at a shop in Ealing. ‘here was no evidence that the wife 
and the husband were ever seen together in the shop, but it 
was deposed that they lived ina house near. The husband 
carried on an entirely separate business: all invoices were 
made out in the wife’s name, but correspondence had been 
addressed to the husband, though no reply had been made 
thereto. There was no direct evidence of the marriage, 
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but it was admitted by the defendant, he denying any 
interest in the wife’s business. 

Lewis Glyn, instructed by Wild, Barber, & Browne, 
appeared for the plaintiff. 

Wright, for the defendant. 

Wright, upon the completion of the plaintiffs’ case, sub- 
mitted that there was no evidence that the wife was the 
agent for the husband in contracting the debts for the 
purposes of her trade. He also contended that inasmuch as 
the business had been carried on exclusively by the wife 
the profits therein were her separate property. The whole 
intention of the Married Woman's Property Act was that 
the husband should not be liable for goods supplied to his 
wife, the proceeds of which would by the statute constitute 
separate property. 

Lewis Glyn, as to the agency of the wife, argued 
that the fact of the husband and wife living close to 
the place of business was rim facie evidence of 
the husband’s consent to the arrangement, and coupled 
with that the correspondence having been addressed 
to the husband and no repudiations by him, corrobo- 
rated evidence of direct agency. He cited Bac. Abr. 
Baron and Feme (H.), 1 Freem. Rep. 2nd ed. 249n; Harrison 
vy. Grady 13 L.J.N.S. 369. As to the point under the Married 
Woman’s Property Act, he contended that there was no 
immunity given to the husband except under section 12, 
which related only to debts contracted before marriage, and 
although the wife had power given her by the Act tocon- 
tract debts as a feme sole, free from the incapacities con- 
sequent or coverture. There was no secrion (except 13 and 
14, which did not relate to this case) giving power to sue 
her upon acontract; there was no section in the statute 
which altered the husband’s liability as regards the case 
in question ; that being so, he was still responsible for the 
debts, provided the goods were received by his permission. 
It could not possibly have been intended by the Legis- 
lature that the creditor should have no right of action 
against either husband or wife, and unless the former could 
be made liable that would be the result. He referred to 
Griffith on the Act. 

His Honour was of opinion that the wife’s agency was 
proved by the husband and wife cohabiting so near the 
wife’s place of business, and from the surrounding facts of 
the case, and that alone would result in a judgment for the 
plaintiff. As tothe question, under the Married Woman’s 
Property Act, he was of opinion that no immunity was 
given to the husband, and he therefore still remained liable 
for his wife’s debts when he had countenanced the business 
being carried on by the wife. He could not import a sec- 
tion into the Act of Parliament, and he gave judgment for 
the plaintiffs for the full amount. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


—_— 


Mr. F. T. Aston of Bush-lane Cannon-street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking affidavits, affirmations, 
and declarations, and examining witnesses in suits, matters, 
and proceedings pending in the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature in the Province of Bengal, and also for taking the 
acknowledgments of married women in England, in respect 
of property in India. 











OBITUARY. 


MR. J. E. DIBB. 


Mr. John Edward Dibb, barrister-at-law, and acting 
Registrar of Deeds and Wills for the West Riding of York- 
shire, died at Wakefield on the 17th September, in the 
sixty-first year of his age. He was the youngest son of 
Christopher Bolland Dibb, Esq., a surgeon in the army, 
and was born at Beeston, near Leeds, on the 24th May, 
1812. In 1840 he was appointed Deputy Registrar of 
Deeds and Wills in the West Riding of Yorkshire, and from 
that time continned to reside at Wakefield. He re-organised 
the office forthe Registry of Deeds, and contrived an index, 
by which the business was greatly simplified, and searches 
could be mada more expeditiously than under the old 
system. Not a few of his clerks have made their way into 
the legal profession, aud into important positions in the 





county, owing their success in life chiefly to the training 
received and habits acquired in his office. Mr. Dibb was 
called to the Bar by the Hon. Society of Gray’s Inn in June, 
1869, and was presented on the occasion, by his Wakefield 
friends, with wig and gown and a handsome claret-cup, in 
memory of theevent. Hewastwicemarried. His funeral 
took place on the 21st inst., and was attended by the Cor- 
poration of Wakefield and the members of numerous local 
societies, &c. 
* 
MR. C. E. BUCKLAND. 


Mr. Charles Edward Buckland, solicitor and town clerk 
of Shaftesbury, Dorsetshire, died at that place on the 20th 
September, having attained his seventy-seventh year on 
the 12th June last. He was admitted an attorney in 1817, 
and was immediately appointed town clerk of Shaftesbury, 
which office he had thus held for nearly fifty-six years. He 
was also for many years clerk to the Commissioners of 
Land, Income and Assessed Taxes for the Shaftesbury and 
Hindon divisions, and for more than fifty years he was 
clerk to the magistrates of the Shaftesbury petty sessional 
division, and since the death of Mr. P. Chitty he had like- 
wise been clerk to the magistrates for the Hindon division. 
These offices he held in conjunction with the clerkship to- 
the borough justices of Shaftesbury, and he had also per- 
formed the duties of clerk to the Shaftesbury Board of 
Guardians since its formation in 1835 ; and that body, after 
he had served them for twenty-two years in that capacity, 
presented him with a handsome testimonial in recognition 
of his services. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s Inn Hall 
on Wednesday, the25th inst. Thesvciety;- went into com- 
mittee on the draft of the new rules, which after several 
amendments was finally settled. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Sep. 27, 1872. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 923 | Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Oct. 2,923 | Do.(Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
| Ex Bills,£1000, — per Ct. 4 pm 
| Ditto, £500, Do —4 pm 
| Nitto, £100 & £200, —4 pm 
Bank of England Stock, 4} per 

Ct. (last half-year) 247 

| Ditto for Account, 





3 per Cent. Reduced 90} 
New 3 per Cent., 99} 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan. ’94 
Do. 24 perCont., Jan. ’94 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


(India Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.'74,206 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,5$ per Cent., May,’79 107” 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July,"80 111 | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. "83 195 Do.Do, 5 per Cent,,Aug.'"73 
Ditto,ditto Certificates, — Do. Bounds, 4 per Ct,, £1000 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,aper Cont.96)| Dittc, ditto, ander £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


| Railways. 

Stock Bristol and Exeter 

Stock Caledonian 

Stock Giasgow and South-Western ... 

Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 

Stock Great Northern ........ 

Stock} Do., A Stock* 

Stock Great Southern and Weste 

Stock) Great Western—Original.., 

Stock; Lancashire and Yorkshire. ... 

Stock London, Brighton, and Soath 

Stock! London, Chatham, and Dover, 

Stock) London and North-Western 

Steck! London and Soath Western... 

Stock) Manchester, Sheffield, and Liz 

Stock Metropolitan Me 
Stock}  Do,, District ....ceccereereere Oreersc see ceeeneces 600 } 
Stock; Wiel 3 j 
Stock) North British ......cccsccccrseceressssseecseenernenes 
Stock} North Eastern... ..cceccececcceeeccseeesceeeeeeseenees 
Stock} North London 
Stock) North Staffordshire ... encvereroreccesesecsees 
Stock! South DEVON ecccssessessscceeseecevenseeeresceannens 
Stock; South-Eastern ,...... 
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Money Market AND City INTELLIGENCER. 

The most important feature affecting the money market 
during the past week has been the raising of the Bank 
rate of discount at Thursday’s court from four to four-and- 
a-half per cent. The demand for gold for some days pre- 
viously had been heavy ; and though this demand seemed 
to have been somewhat checked, so that the action of the 
directors was not generally anticipated, the state of the 
reserves is universally admitted to have justified the step 
taken. The effect has been to control the demand for dis- 
count. British funds continue steady. In foreign funds 
the demand has been good. British and foreign railway 
stocks, while experiencing some fluctuations, have been 
fairly steady and in good demand. 








LINCOLN’s-INN.—The enlargement of the library at 
Lincoln’s-inn, which has for some time been in progress, 
under the superintendence of Sir Gilbert Scott, the archi- 
tect, is now nearly completed. The building has been ex- 
tended a considerable distance eastward, which admits 
of a largely-increased space in the library, as well as the 
dining-room of the hall. In carrying out the extension, 
the architeciural features of the original building have been 
adhered to, the added portion not only resembling the old 
in every main feature, but, so faras was possible, the mate- 
rials, including the brick and stone work of the east end 
of the building, were carefully preserved, and have again 
been used in the enlarged structure. This particularly ap- 
plies to the stonework of the large eastern window, the 
whole of which, after being removed, has been replaced in 
the extended building, and now presents precisely the same 
appearance as it did before its removal. Carved arms, 
escutcheons, and armorial bearings, in stone, uniform with 


those in the original building, are displayed outside the | 
structure in the spaces between the lower and upper | : 2 os 
; Chapels Female Friendly Society, Zion Chapel Schoolroom, Cheadle, 


windows of the added portion. A distinct and additional 
architectural feature has been imparted to the building by 
the erection of an octagonal tower at the south-east angle. 
The materials used in the construction of this tower, up to 
the eaves and parapet wall of the main building, are uniform 
with the main building itself, being of red brick, with stone 
facings. From this point the tower is carried up, entirely 
in stone, to anadditional height ofabont 15ft., the stonework 
being carved. The extreme height of the toweris surmounted 
by aspire from 12ft. to 15ft. high, terminating ina vane. 
The spire, which has been finished during the present 
week, completes the external features of the enlarged 
building. In connection with the enlargement of the 
library, it may not be out of place to notice the memorial 
gates which have recently been erected at the sonth end 
of the’gardens of the hall in memory of the late Colonel 
Brewster, formerly colonel of the Inns of Court Rifle Volun- 
teers. The fabric of these gates, which was designed in 
Belguim, is exceedingly light and ornamental. They con- 
sist of a large central gate and two smaller side gates, and 
are formed mainly of screen work representing memorial 
flowers. On the top of the central gate are the deceased 
colonel’s arms, together with his name and date of his death, 
while on each of the other gates is the monogram of the 
Inns of Court Volunteers. Considerable alterations and 
building improvements are about to take place in Lincoln’s- 
inn, immediately opposite to the east end of the library of 
the hall. It is intended to take down the whole of the 
buildings on each side of the square, known as the Old 
Buildings-square, and erect upon their site new chambers 
of an architectural character. New chambers of a similar 
character are also about to be erected on the western por- 
tion of the square itself, having its frontage to Lincoln’s- 
inn Hall, and within the last fortnight these have been 
commenced. When the new chambers now in course of 
erection in the square are completed, the old buildings ad. 
joining will be taken down and new chambers erected on 
their site.— Buiter. 

Moxmow Paiviteces—The Maryland Law Reporter 
says :—Under the land-laws of the United States a woman 
who is a widow or the head of a family may pre-empt land, 
but @ married woman living with her husband cannot, and 
here is where our Mormon brethren gain an advantage, for 
a8 the government does not recognize the validity of plural 
marriages, it has been decided that a ‘‘ plural wife,’’ not being 
the lawful wife of the husband, but the head of a family 


| without any husband, may take a homestead under the lawg 
regulating land proceedings. Hence a Mormon with sixteen 
wives may profit to the extent of having fifteen of them 
acquire homesteads. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 

Duncan—On Sept. 25, at Twickenham-park, the wife of W. 
E. Duncan, Esq., of a daughter. 

Harrison—On Sept. 18, at 76, Holland-road, Kensington, the 
wife of Octavian B. C. Harrison, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 
CHEBSMAN—CoorER—On Sept. 10, by licence, at the parish 
church of Lindfield, Sussex, William Cheesman, of Lewes, 
solicitor, to Ella Elizabeth, only daughter of Robert Cooper, 

of Melrose House, Lindfield. 

LoveELL—LEA—On Sept. 25, at St. Mary’s Parish Church, 
Islington, Thomas Lovell, solicitor, of 58, Tuffaell-park-road, 
N., to Emma, eldest daughter of Wm. Lea, Esq., of 31, St. 
George’s Villas, Tuffnell-park, N. 

DEATH. 

BucKLanp—On Sept. 20, at Shaftesbury, Charles Edward 
Buckland, solicitor, in the 78th year of his age, clerk to the 
magistrates and Commissioners of Taxes for the Shaftesbury 
and Hindon divisions, and te the Shaftesbury Board of Guar- 
dians sinee its formation in 1830, also for 56 years Town 
Clerk of Shaftesbury. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
Professional Partnerships Dissolved, 
Tuespay, Sept. 24, 1872. 
Carter, Maurice Fredc, and Tom Goold, Newnham, Gloucester, Attor- 
neys-at-Law and Solicitors. Sept 10 
Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tvespay, Sept. 24, 1872, 





Stafford. Sept 18 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faipay, Sept. 20, 1872, 
Willis, Robt, Hunter st, Bloomsbury. Oct 1. Barr v Willis, V.C. 
Wickens. Neal and Philpot, Gt Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 
Tuxspay, Sept. 24, 1872. 
Preston, Sam], Bury, Lancashire, Tin Piate Worker. 
v Preston. Registrar Lpool District 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fruipay, Sept. 20, 1872. 

Cass, Arthur Hy, Calcutta, East Indies, Hotel Keeper. Nov 9. Cob- 
ham and Haunt, Ware 

Coller, Fras, Duke st, St James’, Gent. Oct 21. Keays, Charles st, St 
James’ 

Ford, Joseph Smith, South Shields, Durham, Butcher. Oct 17, Bous- 
field, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Foster, Chas, Leeds, Innkeeper. Nov 5. Hopps, Leeds 

Grant, Hy Jas, Charmouth, Dorset, Commander R.N. Oct 28. 
and Co, Essex st, Strand 

Hill, Thos, Gt St Helen’s, Merchant. Nov 5. Masterman and Co, 
Austin Friars 

| Humphrey, Jas Brown, Crook, Durham, Butcher, Oct 26. Thornton, 
Bishop Auckland 

Jenkins, Thos, Water Orton, Warwick, Wire Mauufacturer. Dec Il. 
Fallows, Birm 

Land, Benj, Kingswood, Surrey, Trainer of Race Horses, 
Morrison, Reigate 

; Laxton, Thos Rennell, Clifton, Bristo!, Gent. 
Bristol 

Penton, Susannah, Clifton, Bristol, Widow. 


Oct 18. Preston 





Young 





ct Sl. 
Nov 30. 
Fry and Otter, 


Harwood, 
Nov 1}. 


risto’ 

Potter, Joseph, Witton, Warwick, Farmer. Decll, Fallows, Birm 

Robertson, John, Merthyr Tydfil, Draper. Nov 1, Harris and Taylor, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Robinson, John, Penrith, Cumberland, Gent. Dec 20. James, Penrith 

Row, Thos, Maida Vale, Gent. Oct 21, Child, Paul's Bakehousect, 
Doctors’ commons 

Rudwick, Chas, Arundel, Sussex, Gent. 

Sandwith, Bentham, Park sq West, Esq. 
Austin Friars 

Solornon, Ann, Bury st, St Mary Axe, Widow. Nov 20, Dyte, King’s 
Bench walk, Temple 

Stephenson, Geo, Beverley, York, Esq. Dec 16, Shepherd and Co, 


Oct 30. Holmes, Arundel 
Nov 5. Masterman and Co, 


Beverle 
Stockwell’ Thos, Bruton, Somerset, Esq. Oct 31. Russ, Castle Cary 
Story, John, sen, Worksop, Notts, Currier, Nov 11. Modding and 
Beevor, Worksup 
Toye, Wm Edwd, St Thondric, Monmouth, Solicitor. Novl. Bevan 


and Hancock, Bristol 

Vale, Kliza Sarah, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. 
Woolbert, Lincoln’s inn fields 

West, Rev Jas John, Winchelsea, Sussex. Oct 31, Taylor and Co, 
Fornival’s ion 

Whalley, Fredk Dani, Camden rd, Camden Town, Gent. Oct 30. 
Bolton, Elm ct, ‘Templo 


Nov 15, Whitakers and 
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Woodbridge, John, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Yeoman. Oct 30. Mote, 
Walbrook 

Wyatt, Mary, Brixham, Devon, Widow. Oct 26. Collier, Brixham 

TueEspay, Sept. 24, 1872, 

Ashworth, Geo, Bacup, Lancashire, Yeoman, 


0 
one Wm oe Brotherton, York, Agent. Oct 22, Fermandes and 
ill, Wakefiel 
sare Rev John Edmund, Outwoods, nr Derby. Nov 30. Simpson and 
Derb: 
Booey tym, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manch, Gent. Nov 10. 
Rideal, Manch 
Cutler, Sidney, Hill Farm, Worcester, Farmer. Decl. Harward and 
Co, Stourbridge 
Druce, Eliz, Southampton, Widow. Nov 1. Page, Southampton 
Green, Jas, Dover, Kent,Gent. Janl. Wightwick and Co, Canterbury 
Honeyman, John, Broomham Ripe, Sussex, Farmer, Oct 31. Holman, 


Nov 14. Wright, 


Lewes 
Hughes, Jas, Manch, Merchant. Nov 5. Ashworth and Inman, 


Manch 

Legg, Jas, Sandford Orcas, Somerset, Yeoman. Dec 2. Melmoth and 
Bartlett, Sherborne : 

Manning, Edwd, Bures Hamlet, Essex, ’Brickmaker. Nov 2. Ransom, 


Sudbu 

Mansfeld, Isabella Frances, Kensington gdns ter, Widow. Nov 1. Crawley 
and Co, Whitehall pl 

Miller, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. Nov 21. Hodge and 
Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Moser, John, Woburn pl, Esq. Nov5. Ford and Lloyd, Bloomsbury sq 

Nash, Wm, ut Yarmouth, Norfolk, Gent. Oct 18. Forster, Aylsham 

Pickwick, Edwin,’ Bristol, Hotel Keeper. Nov 21. Heaven and Bow- 
man, Bristol 

Radford, Edwd, Tansley Wood, Derby, Esq. Nov 30. Taylor, Bake- 


well 
Salter, Geo, Bath, Somerset, Esq. Nov 11. Davy and Son, Ottery St 


ar 

FA Joseph, Chelmsford, Essex, Nurseryman. Nov 1. Nash 
and Co, Suffolk lane, Cannon st 

Simpson, Wm, Keswick,Cumberland, Wine Merchant. Oct 31. Broatch, 
Keswick 

Stephens, Edwin, Worcester, Grocer. Nov8. Corbett, Worcester 

West, Wm, Warwick rd, Maida hill, Lithographer. Oct 24, Strong, 
Jewin st 

Wray. Geo, East Knoyle, Wilts. Oct31l. Lumley and Lumley, Conduit 


street 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Sept. 20, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Beamont, Jas, Westminster-bridge-rd, Grocer. Pet Sept 19. Pepys. 


Oct 1 at 11.30 

Davenport, John, Little Tower-st, Tea Merchant. Pet Sept 17. Pepys. 
Oct 3 at 12 

Holmes, John, Long-lane, Bermondsey, Baker. Hazlitt. 
Oct 3 at 11,30 


Pet Sept 18. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Dunn, Edwd, jun, Bridlington, York, Grocer. Pet Sept 18. Woodall. 
Scarborough, Oct 8 at 2 
Maunder, Danie), Stoke Climsland, Cornwall, Tea Dealer, 
Shelly. East Stonehouse, Oct 2 at 11 
Tvuespay, Sept. 24, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Brunton, Chas Fredk, and Wm Rapley, Hart-st, Wood-st, Wareheuse - 
men, Pet Sept 19. Pepys. Oct 10 at 11.30 
Davies, Eliza, Acklam-rd, Notting-bill, Fishmonger, Pet Sept 
Pet Sept 


Pet Sept 18, 


Hazlitt. Oct 8 at 11 

Israel, Abraham, Bristol-gdns, Paddington, Butcher. 
Pepys. Oct 10 at 11.30 

Webster, Walton, and Hy Brown, City-rd, Bedding Manufacturers. Pet 
Sept 20. Hazlitt. Oct 8 at 11.30 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Davies, Llewellyn, Newport, Monmouth, Sawyer. Pet Sept 19. Roberts. 
Newport, Oct 8 at 1 
Freeman, Sabina, Beverley -rd, South Penge-pk, Widow. Pet Sent 6. 
Croydon, Oct 4 at 3 
Gandy, Edwd, Belper, Derby, Baker. PetSept19. Weller. 
Oct 10 at 12 
Mills, Wm, Birm, Clock Manufacturer. Pet Sept 2l. Butcher. Birm, 
Oct 7 at 12 
Smyth, Hy, Birm, Wholesale Miller, Pet Sept 19. Butcher. Birm, 
Oct 7 at 12 
Varley, Abraham, Whitby, York, Jet Ornament Manufacturer. Pet 
Sept 20. Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Oct 9 at 12 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fripay, Sept. 20, 1872. 
Glassford, John Hami'ton, Gt St Helen’s, Merchant. Sept 20 
‘Orpen, Dan), Thame, Oxford, Grocer, Sept 10 
TUESDAY, Sept. 24, 1872. 
one, Benj, East India-avenue, Leadenhall-st, Colonial Broker. 
P 


Derby, 


Liquidation by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Frinay, Sept. 20, 1872. 
Aldis, Ross, Rochdale, Lancashire, Printer, Oct Sat 10, at offices of 
Roberts and Sons, John st, Rochdale 
Auerbach, Rudolph, Mincing lane, Comm Morchant. Oct 10 at 3, at 
offices of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry chambers 








Ball, Jas Whiteside, Blackpool, Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. Oct 3 at 3, 
at offices of Gardner and Horner, Cross st, Manch 

Biffin, Eliz, Bootle, nr Lpool, Widow. Oct 4 at 3, at office of Masters 
and Fletcher, North John st, Lpool 

Brett, Vernon Hy, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Tobacconist. Oct 8 at 3, 
at offices of Brighten, Bishonsgate st 

Brarwin, Hy John, King st, Borough, Straw Hat Manufacturer. | Sept 
30 at 11, at 7, King st, Borough. Fisher, Asylum rd, Peckham 

Byne, Hy Poyntz, Jermyn st, St James’, Statiorer. Oct 3 at 3, at office 
of May, Golden sq 

Clark, Thos, and Geo Forrester, Cockermouth, Camberland, Bakers. 
Oct 8 at 11, at offices of Hayton and Simpson, Cockermouth 

Clayton, John, Middlesborough, York, Tobacconist. Oct 4 at 3, at 
offices of Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Cross, Edwin John, High st, Camden town, China Dealer. Oct 7 at 3, 
at offices of Miller and Milier, Sherborne lane 

Donovan, Jas Patrick, Sheffield, Plumber. Oct lat 4, at effices of Clegg, 
Bank st, Sheffield 

Dunn, Hy, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Oct 3 at 12, at offices of Keenlyside 
= Forster, St John’s chambers, Grainger st West, Newcastle-upon- 

'yne 

Evans, Jas, Birm, Leather Seller. 
Bennett’s hill, Birm 

Everest, Thos Edgar, Brightou, Sussex, Coal Merchant. 
offices of Brandreth, Miidle st, Brighton 

Gibbs, Enoch, Ilfracombe, Devon, Builder. Oct 7 at 3, at the Star 
chambers, Ilfracombe. Fox 

Hicks, John, High st, Kingsland, Grocer. Oct 8 at 3, at offices of Sher- 
rard, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Higgs, Chas, Kidderminster, Worcester, Builder. Sept 27 at 3, at 
offices of Saunders, Mill.st, Kidderminster 

Huff, Wm Ezra, Bath, Comm Agent. Oct 8 at 2, at the White Lion 
Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Phillips and Son 

Hughes, Thos, Birm, Builder. Oct 4 at 11, at offices of Cottrell, New- 
hall st, Birm 

Hutchinson, Isaac, Nottingham, Cabinet Maker. Oct 7 at i2, at offices 
of Heath, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Irons, Thos Edwd, Kendal, Westmoreland, Shoe Dealer. Oct 4 at 11, at 
the Board Room, Market pl, Kendal. Thomson and Graham 

Jefferies, John, Essex rd, Shalimar Acton, Builder, Oct 2 at 2, at office 
of Birchall, Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane. Harrison, Farnival’s 
ian, Holborn : 

Jones, John, Perthewig, Denbigh, Labourer. Oct 12 at 10, at offices of 
Lonis, Well st, Ruthin 

Lamont, Duncan, Fish st hill, Timber Merchant. Oct | at 3, at the 
_— hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Coleman st, Noton, Gt Swan 
alle: 

Lave aon Hassett rd, Sidney Park Estate, Builder. Oct 10 at 3, at 
office of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington, Caild, South sq, Gray's 


Sept 30 at 3, at office of Parry, 
Oct 4 at 3, at 


inn 5 

Fodge, Fras, Normanton, York, out of business. Oct 5 at 11, at offices 
of Fernandes and Giil, Cross sq, Wakefield 

Mansfield, Chas Fredk, Globe rd, Mile End, Timber Merchant. Sept 28 
at 2, at offices of Maniere, Gray's inn sq 

Mrllock, Geo, Malpas, Cheshire, fea Dealer. 
Cartwright, Bridge st row East, Chester 

Odell, Jas,Stony Stratford, Buckingham, Ironmonger. 
the Cock Inn, Stony Stratford. Bull, Newport Pacneil 

Ogle, John, Clay Cross, Derby, Hawker. Oct 3 at 12, at offices of Cow- 
dell, Soresby st, Chesterfield 

Peacock, Thos, Frodsham, Cheshire, Farmer. Oct 7 at 11, at office of 
Linaker, Frodsham 

Perkins, Albert Geo, Stourport, Worcester, Grocer. 
offices of Watson, Bridge st, Stourport 

Phillips, Wm, Strutton ground, Westminster, Oilman. Oct 7 at 12, at 
the Mason’s Hall Tavern, Basinghal! st. Waites and Co, Badge row, 

Poole, Frank, and Edwd Bidwell, Southwark st, Stationers. Oct7 atl, 
atoffices of Sawyer, Adelaide pl, London bridge. Godwin, Moor- 
gate st 

Ruddock, John, Scarborough, York, Innkeeper. 
of Richardson, Queen st, Scarbrough 

Smith, Wm, Birm, Bootmaker, Ovt i4 at 11, at offices of Allen, Union 
passage, Birm 

Sumner, Wm, Birm, Chemist. Oct 7 at 11, at the Great Western Hotel, 
Birm, Barber and Ratclitfs, Birm. 

Tippler, Wm Cooch, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Farm Bailiff. 
12, at offices of Preston, Mark lane 

Verrall, Chas Ebenezer, Brightor, Sussex, Bookseller. 
offices of Lamb, Ship st, Brighton 

Warburton, Hy Galton, Manch, Cotton Waste Dealer. 
offices of Gardner and Horner, Cross st, Manch 

Waterhouse, Jas, Birm, Builder, Oct 4 at 12, at the Queen's Hotel, 
Birm, James and Oerton, Birm 

Watson, Hy, Ann’s lane, Aldersgate, Stationer, 
of West and King, Cannon st 

Watson, Wm, Lpool, Cirocer. Oct 7 at 3, at offices of Baxter, Castie st, 


Oct 7 at 3, at offices of 


et Sat lat 


Oct 4 at 3, at 


Sept 3@ at 3, at office 


Sept 30 at 
Oct 9at3,at 
Oct 2 at 12, at 


Oct 10 at 3, at offices 


Lpoo 

Weymouth, Thos, Old Kent rd, Clothier. Oct 9 at 3, at odices of 
Brighten, Bishopsgate st Without 

Williams, Altred Ernest, Darlington, Durham, Iron Merchant. Oct $ 
at 11, at offices of Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Woodward, Joseph, Kidderminster, Worcester, Jeweller, 
at office of Fallows, Cherry st, Birm 

Tusapay, Sept. 24, 1872, 

Ashton, Wm, Manch, Comm Agent. Oct 14 at3,at office of Sale and 
Co, Booth st, Manch 

Barker, John, Ipawich, Suffolk, Whitesmith, 
Hill, St Nicholas st, Ipswich 

Bellamy, Jas, Altrincham, Cheshire, Draper, 
Almond and Bennett, Kennedy st, Manch 

Bennett, Wm, Lpool, Auctioneer, Oct 10 at 2, at the Clarendon Rooms, 
South John st, Lpool. Goodere, Lpool 

Booth, Joseph, Bradford, nr Manch, Wood Pulp Manufactarer, Sapt 30 
at 11, at office of Sampson, St James chambers, South King st, Manch 

Booth, Lionel, Regent st, Bookseller, Oct 17 at 3, at oloes of Lawrance 
and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

Brenchley, Wm Edwd, Ditton, Kent, Farmer, 
Hotel, Maidstone 


Oct 3 at 12, 


Oct 1t at 3, at office of 


Oct 9 at 3, at offices of 


Oct 3 at 2, at the Star 
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Brown, Michael Hy, Albert ter, Knightsbridge, House Decorator. Oct 
3 at 1, at offices of Coker and Keely, Cheapside, Barrett, New inn, 


aD 

Clench, John, Heavitree, Devon, Share Broker. Oct 8 at 11, at the 
Bude Haven Hotel, Exeter 

Codd, Chas Edwd, Copenhagen st, Islington, Soda Water Manufacturer. 
Oct 8 at 12, at offices of Cape and Harris, Old Jewry. Camp, 
Farringdon st 

Darlaston, Wm, Birm, Licensed Victualler. Oct 3 at 3, at offices of 
Parry, Bennett’s hill, Birm 

Downing, Thos, Exeter, Grocer’s Assistant. Oct 8 at 11, at offices of 
Friend, Post Office chambers, Queen st, Exeter 

Elmer, John, Haughley, Saffolk, Harness Maker. Oct 15 at 3, at office 
of Hill, St Nicholas st, Ipswich 

Geen, Philip, King st, Hammersmith, Draper. Oct 8 at 12, at 145, 
Cheapside. Davidson and Co, Basingball st 

Greaves, Wallace McGuffon, Blackburn, Lancashire, Colour Mannufac- 
turer. Oct 4 at 11.30, at office of Jones, Princess st, Manch 

Green, Joseph, Belvidere, Kent, Grocer, Oct 8 at 12, at office of Knox, 
Newgate st 

Gregory, Thos Lea, Lozells, Warwick, Commercial Traveller. Oct 4 at 
10, at office of Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birm 

Griffiths, Jas Wm, Exeter, Confectioner. Oct 7 at 11, at the Chamber 
of Commerce, Cathedral yd, Exeter. Huggins, Exeter 

Hanson, John, Rochdale, Lancashire, Plumber. Oct 9 at 11, at the 
Reed Hotel, Yorkshire st, Rochdale. Roberts and Sons, Rochdale 

Harril, Geo Byron, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Commercial Traveller, 
Sept 28 at 12, at office of Clifton, Corn st, Bristol 

Hawkins, Chas, Newton, Manch, Contractor. Oct 23 at 4, at offices of 
Boote and Co, George st, Manch 

Hobbs, Edwd Newman, Brick lane, Bethnal green, Baker. Oct 9 at 4, 
at office of Wooi and Hare, Basinghall st 

Hoppe, Chas Jas, Eastbourne, Sussex, Dealer in Musical Instruments. 
Oct 10 at 11, at office of Surr and Gribble, Abchurcho lane, Suilf, 
Eastbourne 

Hughes, Edwd Jas, Longton, Stafford, Ironmonger. Oct 3 at 2.30, at 
the County Court Office, Stoke-upon-Trent. Litchfield, Hanley 

Hunt, Joseph, Birm, Coal Merchant. Oct 15 at 2, at office of Lowe, 
Temple st, Birm 

Jowett, Joseph, Bradford, York, Woolstapler, Oct 5 at 11, at offices of 
Wood and Killick, Commercial Bank bidgs, Bradford 

Kassel], Hy, and Wm Kassell, Goole, York, Builders. Oct 10 at 8, at 
the Lowther Hote!, Goole. England and Son, Goole 

Kidd, Jas Cambridge, Builder. (ct 7 at 12, at cffice of Whitehead, Post 
office ter, Cambridge 

Lawson, Hy, Birm, Beerseller. 
Church passage, Birm 

Leaver, Benj, Blackpvol, Lancashire, Photogra pher. Oct 10 at 3, at 
office of Rowley and Co, Clarence bidgs, Booth st, Manch 

Livsey, Jas, Middlesborough, York, Painter. Oct 7 at 11, at offices of 
Parrington, Zetland bid gs, Middlesborough 

Luxford, Geo, Horsham, Sussex, Corn Dealer, Oct 7 at 2,at the King's 
Head Hotel, Horsham. Bedford, Horsh am 

Marchant, Geo Albert, Dowzate hill, Wine Merchant. Oct7 at 2, at 
offices of Chatteris and Co,Gr-sham bldgs, Basinghall st. Blach- 
ford and Riches, Gt Swan ailey, Moorgate st 

Mildon, Edwd, and Anthony Bond, Devonport, Devon, Builder. Oct 9 
at 12, at offices of Beer and Bundle, Ker st, Devonport. 

Napper, John, Townsend Farm, Hereford, Farmer. Oct 8 at 1ll,at 
offices of Piper, Coart House, Ledbury 


Oct 4at1l, at office of Duke, Christ 


Nobbs, Thos Ellis, Shepherdess walk, City road, Tailor. Oct 10 at3,at | 


145, Cheapside. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Plant, Thos, Birm, Brush Manufacturer. Oct 7 at 12, at the Hen 
and Chicken Hotel, New st, Birm. Hawker, Bism 

Phillips, Joseph, Bristol, Cooper. Oct 2 at 12, at offices of Hancock and 
Co, Guildha!!, Bristol. Bramble and Blackburne, Bristol 


offices of Brittain and Co, Small st, Bristol 


Rochefort, Paul, Brushfield st, Bi-hopsgate, Picture Frame Maker. 


Oct 15 at 3, at office of Brighten, Bishopsgate st, Without 

Saunders, Benj Lench, Brunswick ter, Green lanes, Hornsey, Grocer. 
Oct 7 at 3, at offices of Izard and Betts, Eastcheap. Stacpoole 

Seed, Ri chd, Bashal! Eaves, York, Butcher. 
Eastham, L owergate, Clitheroe 

Smither, Alf, Basingstoke. Hants, out of business. 
offices of Coandier, Church st, Basingstoke 

Sommerfield, Geo, Grant rd, Clapham Junction, Battersea, Journey- 
man Baker, Oct 12 at 2, at 1, Bank bidgs, Wandsworth. Jones 

Spaven, Robt, Kingston-upon-Haul!, Bailder. Oet 10 at 11, at o ffices of 
Reed, St Mary’s c:ambers, Hull 

Thomas, Thos, Dinas, Glamorgan, D-aper. Oct 9 at 12, at the New 
Inn Hotel, Pontypridd. Rosser, Aberdare 

Thompson, Hy, Sheiton, Stafford, Clothier. 
Court Office, Hanley. Litchfield, Hanley 

Vane, Jas,-Tynemouth, Northumberland, Fruiterer. Oct 3 at 12, at 
offices of Harle and C <enside hill, Newcas:le-upon-Tyne 

Walker, Lewis, Halitax, York, Woolstapler. Oct 4 at 3, at offices of 
Storey, Cheapside, Halifax 

Walker, Rachel, Pendleton, Lancashire, Tailor. Oct 7 at 3, at offices of 
Simpson and Sumner, Brown st, Manch. Hardy 

Waller, Edwd Augustus Dononghmore, Brighton ter, New Cross, Civil 
Engineer. Oct 2 at 11, at office of Peddell, Guildhall chambers, 
Basinghall st 

Watts, John, Well st, Hackney, Grocer. 
Finsbury circus 

Wheeler, Geo Aifd, Merton rd, Wandsworth, Builder, 
office of Jones, Bank bidgs, Wandsworth 

Widdowson, John Jas, Loov!, Bootmaker. Oct 9 at 2, at office of Etty, 
Lord st, Lpool 

Wileock, Theophilus Hy, Manch. Wholesale Tea Dealer. 
Offices of Sutton and E‘liett, Krown st, Manch. 

Williams, Jas, Malvern, Worcester, M.D, Oct 7 at 3, at the Link Hotel, 
Malvern Link. Maher, Birm 

Williams, Robt Glyn, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Grocer, 
Office of Williams, Porth-yr-Aur, Carnarvon 

Wolley, Geo, and John Griffin Chff, Stafford, Drapers. Oct 10 at 11, a: 
office of Hand, Martin st. Stafford 


Oct 10 at 12, at 


Oct 4 at 3, at the County 


Oct 9 at 2, at office of Stone, 
Oct 10 at 11, at 


Oct 7 at 3, at 


Oct 7 at 11, at 





Oct 9 at 11, at office of 





Woodrow, Geo, Portsmouth, Hants, Outfitter, Oct 30 at 2, at 145 © 
Cheapside. Ford : 
Wragg, John, Whittington Moor, Derby, Auctioneer, Oct 11 at 3, 
office of Gee, Fig Tree chambers, Sheffield 4 
—=. 








EDE & SON, 


ROBE | BR MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


10 HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, ETC.’ 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


GOWNS. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and, j 
co d 


UNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
| I ENRY GREEN (many yearswith the late George 


Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 


of twenty-five years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c., - 


and hereby solicits their eantinued support.—N.B One copy of advertisee 
ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured, 
Officially stamped forms for advertisemeuts and file of “ London 
Gazette ” kept. 
THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 


BER MS 2 6 3, STRAN D— 

Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with Soup 
er Fish, 2s. and 2s. 6d. “if I desire a substantial dinner off the joint, 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in une Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June Is, 1864, 
page 440, 

The new Hall lately added is ene of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London. Dinners (trom the oint), vegetables, &c., ls. 6d, 





IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
Most convenient, economical, and fine-flavoured stock for Beef 
Tea (about 24d. a pint), Soups, Sauces, and made dishe-, costing hardly 
more than one-fourth of what it would when made of fresh meat; keeps 
good for any time even after jars being opened. 1b. jars recommended, 
being relatively the cheapest size. 
Now permanently used in most households in town and country. 
Cavution.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, being the only 
sort warranted Genuine and Perfect Baron Liebig, the Inventor, by 
requiring his Signature on every Jar. 





ELBY PUGIN’S GOTHIC FURNITURE.— 
Furniture similar to that supplied to the Granville Hotel, from 

E. WELBY PUGIN, Esq., 
Can be obtained on application to Messrs. Joan Worstey & Co., Vic- 
toria-street, Belgravia. N.B.—Estimates given for furnishing houses 


| the designs of 
Pium, Fredk Day, Bristol, Metal and Mineral Broker. Oct2 atl, at | 


| complete in the Gothic style. 








** ‘They come as a boon and a blessing to men, 
I ’ 00 their Names see * Graphic,”’ Jan. 13,1872. The “‘ Sun’” 
Macyiven & Cameron, 23to 33, Biair-street, Edinburgh. 
prodaction of the Adams style of design in carpets, &c.; also 
Establisi ed 1719. 


‘*Bell’s Life” says the PICKWICK PEN is a periect treasure 
The Pickwick, the Owl, and the Waverley Pen.” 
NEWSPAPERS recommend them. For 

says: ‘* The Phaeton Pen creates both wonder and delight,”—Sold by 
every respectable Stationer in the World, Sample Box by post, Is. 1d. 
Vy AUGH & SON.—Superior CARPETS.—Re- 
special designs in furniture, curtains, and decorations.— London Carpet 
Wareho se, 3 and 4, Goodge-street ; 65 and 66, Tottenham-court-road. 
NG .0-INDIAN CARPETS.—WAUGH & SON, 

3a° 14, Goodge-street; 65 and 66, Tottenham-court-road, W. 








Ce ae and Washable Carpets are 
preferred by the Barristers of Lincoln’s-inn to all others, both 

for their Chambers and also for their private residences,—Samples and 
Testimonials, &c.,can be had on application to Messrs, Caines & Co, 
{7,Belmont-street, London, N.W. 


ATIONAL INSTITUTION for DISEASES of 

the SKIN. Puaysictan—Dr. BARR MEADOWS. _ Patients 

attend at 227, Giay’s-inn-road, King’s cross, on Mondays and Thursdays, 
and at }0, Mitre-itreet, Aldgate, on Wednesdays and Fridays ; morning 

at 10, evening from 6 till 9, Average number of cases under treatment, 
1,000 weekly. THUMAS ROBINSON, Hon, Sec. 





& 








